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Charles H. Bell, Jr. (SBN 60553) 

Brian T. Hildreth (SBN 214131) 

BELL, Mc AN DREWS & HILTACHK, LLP 

455 Capitol Mall, Suite 600 

Sacramento, California 95814 

Telephone: (916)442-7757 

Facsimile: (916)442-7759 

Attorneys for Petitioner, 
MARK SCOTT 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF FRESNO 



MARK SCOTT, an individual, 
Petitioner, 

v. 

BRANDI L. ORTH, Fresno County Registrar of 
Voters, in her official capacity only; and DOES 
I-V 

Respondent. 

SUSAN B. ANDERSON; FRANK BALEKIAN, 
JR.; HENRY T. PEREA; DOUG VAGIM; LES 
KIMBER; and DOES VI-XV, 

Real Parties In Interest. 



Case No. 13 CECG 00944 

FIRST AMENDED VERIFIED 
PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE 
[CAL. ELEC. CODE §§ 9295, 13313, and 
13314; CCP §§ 1021.5; 1085]. 

IMMEDIATE ACTION REQUIRED : 
ELECTION LAW MATTER ENTITLED 
TO CALENDAR PREFERENCE 
PURSUANT TO C.C.P. §35 

Hearing Date: April 4, 2013 

Time: 8:30 a.m. 

Dept: 404 

Judge: Hon. Carlos Cabrera 

Petition Filed: March 27, 2013 



Petitioner MARK SCOTT ("Petitioner"), by this Verified Petition, petitions this Court for 
a Writ of Mandate and alleges as follows: £P \f jC ^\ 

INTRODUCTION 

1 . This action is brought pursuant to California Elections Code section 9295 to delete 
or substantially amend several false and/or misleading statements contained in the "Argument 
Against Measure G" and the "Rebuttal Argument Against Measure G" authored by Real Parties 
in Interest and proposed to be included by Respondent Fresno County Registrar of Voters 
BRANDI L. ORTH, in the official election materials for the June 4, 2013 election in the City of 
Fresno. 
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2. Time is of the essence in this election matter. Petitioner is informed and believes 
that the ballot arguments and other voter pamphlet materials are scheduled to be sent to the 
printer by Respondent Fresno Registrar of Voters on or about April 15, 2013. Petitioner, 
therefore, files this action on an expedited basis. 

HTPfSnirTION AND VENUE 

3. Petitioner, MARK SCOTT ("Petitioner"), is a United States citizen, more than 
eighteen (18) years of age, a resident of the State of California, and specifically, a resident of and 
registered voter in the City of Fresno, California. 

4. Respondent, BRANDI L. ORTH ("Respondent"), is now, and at all times 
mentioned herein was the duly appointed Registrar of Voters for the County of Fresno 
("Respondent"), and is the "election official" for the purposes of California Elections Code 
Sections 9295 t 13313, and 13314. She is charged with responsibility for preparing the Voters 
Pamphlet, including the arguments for and against Measure G, for the referendum election 
presently set for June 4, 2013 for the City of Fresno. Respondent is named in her official capacity 
only. 

5. Measure G is a referendum measure presently set for election on June 4, 2013. 

The measure asks voters to lodge a 'yes* or 'no' vote on the following question: 

Shall Ordinance 2012-26 which grants to Mid Valley Disposal an 
exclusive franchise for the collection of residential solid waste, 
recyclable materials, and organic materials within the City of 
Fresno be adopted? 

A true and correct copy of Ordinance 2012-26 is attached hereto as Exhibit A. 

6. Real Parties in Interest SUSAN B. ANDERSON; FRANK BALEKIAN, JR.; 
HENRY T. PEREA; DOUG VAGIM; LES KIMBER are authors of the Argument Against 
Measure G. This argument will be included in the ballot pamphlet mailed to all voters at taxpayer 
expense. A copy of the Argument Against Measure G is attached hereto as Exhibit B, and 
incorporated herein by reference. 

7. Real Party in Interest ANDERSON is the author of the Rebuttal Argument Against 
Measure G. These arguments will be included in the ballot pamphlet mailed to all voters at 
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1 H taxpayer expense. A copy of the Rebuttal Argument Against Measure G is attached hereto as 

2 1 Exhibit C, and incorporated herein by reference. 

3 8. The true identities and capacities of Respondent Does 1 through V and Real Party 

4 I In Interest Does VI-XV are unknown to Petitioner at this time. When their identities and 

5 capacities have been ascertained, petitioner will seek leave to amend this pleading to set forth that 

6 I information. 

7 I GENERAL ALLEGATIONS 

8 9. On December 20, 20 12, the Fresno City Council passed an ordinance approving a 

9 contract for the City's residential waste hauling service. After the ordinance was passed, 

10 opponents of the City's effort to award the residential waste hauling contract qualified a 

1 1 referendum on the ordinance. 

1 2 I 10. An election on the referendum measure is set for June 4, 20 1 3. A 'yes' vote on the 

1 3 referendum measure ratifies the City's action (awarding the franchise agreement). 

14 I ii. On March 18, 2013, Real Parties in Interest submitted their argument against 

15 Proposition G. As part of their arguments, Real Parties included the following false and/or 

16 misleading statements: 

17 a . "... awarded the contract in a legally questionable back-door deal without a 
1 g true competitive bidding process." 

19 b. "...leaving voters with no way out, even if the new service is of poor 

20 quality." 
2 ! c . "Once sold, there will be no money to buy the trucks back and reinstate the 

22 quality service we have now." 

23 12. On March 28, 2013, Real Parties in Interest submitted their rebuttal argument 

24 against Proposition G. As part of their arguments, Real Parties included the following false 

25 and/or misleading statements: "There are also serious questions about whether a fair, competitive 

26 bidding process was followed." 

27 13 . The statement in the Argument Against Measure G which states ". . .awarded the 

28 contract in a legally questionable back-door deal without a true competitive bidding process," and 

3 
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the statement in the Rebuttal Argument Against Measure G which states: "There are also serious 
questions about whether a fair, competitive bidding process was followed," are each false and 
misleading. 

14. The City followed strict Request for Proposal (RFP) procedures in awarding the 
contract. On August 16, 2013, the Fresno City Council approved a motion to hire a consultant, 
identified as Robert Hilton, to prepare a RFP that would open residential garbage collection for 
bids from private contractors. On September 9, 2012, the City posted its RFP online for the trash 
collection. In addition to posting the RFP online, the City transmitted the RFP directly to 388 
vendors by email through BidsOnline, City's eProcurement system. The City also publicized the 
RFP in an advertised notice in the Fresno Business Journal. In sum, the steps taken to publicize 
the RFP went far beyond what is required to notice RFPs. At the close of the bid due date on 
October 12, 2012, four proposals were received, including a proposal by Mid Valley Disposal. 
Beginning October 29, 2012, the City conducted evaluations and on-site interviews with the four 
entities who submitted responses to the RFP. On November 29, 2012, the City Council received 
a report from City staff requesting approval of a resolution of intent to award. On December 6, 
2012, the City Council introduced the ordinance seeking approval of a contract with Mid Valley 
Disposal. On December 13, 2012, the City conducted a public hearing on the issue of entering 
into a contract with Mid Valley Disposal. The City Council thereafter approved the contract by a 

19 | public vote on December 20, 2012. 

20 15. The statement "...leaving voters with no way out, even if the new service is of 

21 poor quality" is also false and misleading. Opponents of the City's contract with Mid Valley 

22 Disposal allege in their argument that the City's voters have no "way out" of the contract. This 

23 allegation is made while they simultaneously exercise their right of referendum as a "way out" of 

24 the contract. As for specific remedies related to service by Mid Valley that is "poor quality," the 

25 Franchise Agreement with Mid Valley contains specific procedures for responding to customer 

26 complaints and remedies for service deemed to be poor. In addition, should Mid Valley be 

27 I deemed to be in breach of the Agreement, the City may terminate its agreement with Mid Valley 

28 | and conduct another competitive bidding process to select another trash hauler. 

4 
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16. The statement "Once sold, there will be no money to buy the trucks back and 
reinstate the quality service we have now" is also false and misleading. In fact, the City 
anticipates maintaining a reserve fund of $25 million, which can be utilized to re-purchase waste 
hauling trucks in the event the agreement with Mid Valley is terminated. 

17. The false and misleading statements and assertions included in the Arguments 
Against to Measure G are in violation-of Elections Code § 9295, which explicitly authorizes any 
voter of the jurisdiction to seek a writ of mandate or an injunction requiring the false or 
misleading materials to be amended or deleted. 

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
(Writ of Mandate- Ballot Argument Against Measure G) 

18. Petitioner incorporates by reference each and every allegation made in Paragraphs 
1 through 17 of this petition as though fully set forth herein. 

19. The following statements in the Argument Against Measure G are false and/or 

misleading, and on that basis should be deleted. 

A. "...awarded the contract in a legally questionable back-door deal without a true 

competitive bidding process." 

B. "...leaving voters with no way out, even if the new service is of poor quality." 

C. "Once sold, there will be no money to buy the trucks back and reinstate the 
quality service we have now." 

20. Petitioner has no speedy or adequate remedy at law other than the writ of mandate 
as provided in Elections Code section 9295, 13313, 13314 and related provisions. 

21. Issuance of a writ will not substantially interfere with the printing and distribution 
of the Ballot Pamphlet or ballot label because this action is filed within the time frame specified 
pursuant to Elections Code sections 9295. Also, deletion of the foregoing statements does not 
affect the remaining text of ballot pamphlet. 

22. Unless this Court orders deletions as set forth above, Petitioner will suffer 
irreparable injury and damage in that statements that are false or misleading and contrary to law 
will be distributed at taxpayer expense to voters concerning Measure G. 

5 
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SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 
(Writ of Mandate- Rebuttal Argument Against Measure G) 
23. Petitioner incorporates by reference each and every allegation made in Paragraphs 
1 through 17 of this petition as though fully set forth herein. 

24 The following statements in the Rebuttal Argument Against Measure G is false 
and/or misleading, and on that basis should be deleted: "There are also serious questions about 
whether a fair, competitive bidding process was followed." 

25 . Petitioner has no speedy or adequate remedy at law other than the writ of mandate 
as provided in Elections Code section 9295, 13313, 13314 and related provisions. 

26 Issuance of a writ will not substantially interfere with the printing and distribution 
U I of the Ballot Pamphlet or ballot label because this action is filed within the time frame specified 
12 J pursuant to Elections Code sections 9295. Also, deletion of the foregoing statements does not 

affect the remaining text of ballot pamphlet. 

27. Unless this Court orders deletions as set forth above, Petitioner will suffer 
irreparable injury and damage in that statements that are false or misleading and contrary to law 
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16 will be distributed at taxpayer expense to voters concerning Measure G. 



PRAYER FOR RELIEF 
WHEREFORE, Petitioner prays: 

! . For an alternative writ of mandate ordering Respondent ORTH and her officers, 
agents, and all persons acting by, through or in concert with him/her to amend and/or delete the 
above-described and challenged statements prior to causing them to be printed in the ballot 
pamphlet and/or sample ballot for the June 4, 2013 election, or in the alternative, to show cause 

why she should not be ordered to do so. 

2. For a peremptory writ of mandate ordering respondent ORTH and her officers, 

25 I agents, and all persons acting by, through or in concert with her to amend and/or delete the above- 

26 described and challenged statements prior to causing them to be printed in the ballot pamphlet 

27 1 and/or sample ballot for the June 4, 2013 election. 

3. For attorneys fees and costs of this proceeding; and 

6 
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Argument in Favor of Measure G 



Measure G is Good for Fresno. This change ensures you will continue enjoying reliable trash pickup 
while keeping your same trash collection day and using the same trash bins . Measure G will also 
immediately lower your trash bill by 17.6% and keep your rates low, while also helping Fresno balance its 
budget. 

90% of California cities have privatized trash. It's time Fresnans enjoyed the same benefits. 

• Local, family-owned Mid Valley Disposal will handle Fresno's trash collection. Mid Valley is 
reliably collecting garbage for many cities in Fresno County - at much less cost and with equal or 
better service. 

• Trash rates will be immediately reduced by 17.6%. 

• Trash pickup days stay the same. 

• Residents use the same bins. 

• Mid Valley improves the City's green waste and organics composting service while maintaining 
strong recycling programs. 

• Measure G provides the City with $2.5 million a year. That helps keep police and firefighters on 



• The City's garbage truck fleet is aging and will cost $11.4 million to upgrade. Privatizing trash 
saves the City the cost of buying new trucks and provides more reliable service. 

• Jobs are protected because Mid Valley Disposal has agreed to hire all City workers displaced by 



Our City has survived tough economic times, but we must make changes to avoid losing more police and 
firefighters. Measure G is a win-win for everyone. It requires no changes in service days, provides an 
immediate 17.6% rate reduction, provides $2.5 million a year to help fund police and fire, provides 
newer trucks and more reliable service, and provides improved organic composting and green waste 
service. 

Our City is on the rise, and Measure G will help secure a better future for Fresno families. Join me in 
supporting Measure G. www.GoodForFresno.com. 



the job. 



this change. 
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Argument in Favor of Measure G 



The undersigned proponent or author of the primary argument in favor of ballot 
proposition Measure G at the Special Election for the City of Fresno to be held on 
June 4, 2013 hereby states that this argument is true and correct to the best of 
her knowledge and belief. 
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OPPOSE MEASURE G - BALLOT ARGUMENT 



FRESNO 

After reviewing the facts, we believe Measure G is a bad deal for og fycomj 
urge you to Vote No on this risky proposal. 
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Measure G makes radical changes to the city's already cost-effective, award-winning 
and nationally recognized trash collection service, 

• Replaces our current trash collection service with one run by a private, for-profit 
company, which was awarded the contract in a legally Questionable back-door 
deal, without a true competitive bidding process . 

• Locks the city into an 8-year contract, leaving voters with no way out, even if the 
new service is of poor quality 

• Sells off taxpayer-owned garbage trucks and equipment to a private company 
for just pennies on the dollar. Once sold, there will be no money to buy the 
trucks back and reinstate the Quality service we have now. 

• Allows rates to increase annually after an initial freeze. 

• Sets the city up for potential costly lawsuits . 

This idea is so risky that it has deeply divided the Council and still doesn't have full City 
Council support! 

Our current trash collection system has served us well. The adage, " if it ain't broke, don't 
fix it, " holds true here, especially with the city's history of bad decisions that sounded 
good initially but lost taxpayers' money in the long run. 

We don't need risky gimmicks to fix Fresno's budget problems. We need long-term 
solutions and real leadership. 

Please join us and vote "No" on Measure G. 



Susan B. Anderson, Attorney At Law; 
Former Fresno County Supervisor 




Henry T. Perea, 

Member, California State Assembly; 
Former Fresno City Council Member 



'Trank H. Balekian, Jr., ~ y 
Retired City of Fresno Accountant/Auditor 



Doug Vagfm, Member 

San Joaquin Valley Taxpayers Assoc.; 

Former Fresno County Supervisor 




is Kimber, 
Former-Fresno City Council Member 
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The undersigned proponents or authors of the rebuttal ^ 
against Ballot Measure G at the Municipal Special EledBjon 




Fresno to be held on June 4, 2013 hereby state that such arAifSMis DEPUTY 
true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief. 



Signed. 



Date_3-ikii3 



fcttwwev, lmJ ) Parity P/-£aiOo Ctnw^ st'^HUrOttbr 
Signe d. U^x/ '^j, Date 



Signed 




;— 



Signed. 



(A 



Date 'V/6 A 




Date 3//^/S 



P L f In) 
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Rebuttal to Argument Against Measure G MAR 2 8 2013 

Word Count: 246 

Es^^O COUNTY Q lesk. 

Measure G is responsible and rational. Measure G immediately lowers you 
by 17.6% and helps Fresno balance its budget while avoiding additional layoffs in our jfe?//? 
Police and Fire Departments. 



v^s^ourtrash 



Measure G is a good deal for our community. The City conducted a thorough, open, and 
transparent bidding process where trash companies competed for Fresno's trash 
contract. A reliable, trusted, and local family-owned business - Mid Valley Disposal - 
was selected to provide the service. 

Measure G means Fresno will not have to sacrifice public safety. 

The contract with Mid-Valley Disposal is straight forward and good for Fresno: 

Trash collection days will stay the same. Even the same trash bins will be used. 

Service levels will be as good or better than current trash operations. 

Residential trash rates will immediately be reduced by 17.6%, and remain low 
throughout the 8 year contract period. 

Privatizing trash means the City saves the cost of buying new trucks. 

Mid-Valley Disposal will guarantee jobs to all City workers displaced by this 
change. 

Measure G provides the City with $2.5 million a year that helps keep police and 
firefighters on the job. 

Too often, politics gets in the way of good decisions. But not this time. 

Measure G ensures increased service levels, reduced prices, and protection for the 

City's budget through responsible and practical decision-makine. 

By working together, we can move our City ahead and improve the quality of life for all 
of our residents. That's why we strongly support Measure G. 



UIMm^;^ u^A^ C^J*X\. 

A~sKley Swearengin, \ Mark Scott Rob Brown. ^ 



iley Swearengin, ,} Mark Scott Rob Brown, 

Mayor, City of Fresno City Manager, City of Fresno Chief of Fire, City of Fresno 



The undersigned proponent(s) or author(s) of the rebuttal argument in favor of ballot Measure 
G at the Municipal Special Election for the City of Fresno to be held on June 4 th , 2013 hereby 
state that this argument is true and correct to the best of our knowledge and belief. 



Signed. 

Signed MjhA&4xU&~'\ 



Date 3. 



Signed, 



1 — — — 



Date 



Date 1 j\b J 11 
Date 
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Rebuttal to Argument Against Measure G 
Word Count: 246 



By. 




Measure G is responsible and rational. Measure G immediately lowers your trash rates by 
17.6% and helps Fresno balance its budget while avoiding additional layoffs in our Police and 
Fire Departments. 

Measure G is a good deal for our community. The City conducted a thorough, open, and 
transparent bidding process where trash companies competed for Fresno's trash contract. A 
reliable, trusted, and local family-owned business - Mid Valley Disposal - was selected to 
provide the service. 

Measure G means Fresno will not have to sacrifice public safety. 

The contract with Mid-Valley Disposal is straight forward and good for Fresno: 

• Trash collection days will stay the same. Even the same trash bins will be used. 

• Service levels will be as good or better than current trash operations. 

• Residential trash rates will immediately be reduced by 17.6%, and remain low 
throughout the 8 year contract period. 

• Privatizing trash means the City saves the cost of buying new trucks. 

• Mid-Valley Disposal will guarantee jobs to all City workers displaced by this change. 

• Measure G provides the City with $2.5 million a year that helps keep police and 
firefighters on the job. 

Too often, politics gets in the way of good decisions. But not this time. 

Measure G ensures increased service levels, reduced prices, and protection for the City's 

budget through responsible and practical decision-making. 

By working together, we can move our City ahead and improve the quality of life for all of our 
residents. That's why we strongly support Measure G. 



Greater Fresno Area Chamber of Commerce Vice President and Chief Operating Officer 




The undersigned proponent(s) or author(s) of the rebuttal argument in favor of ballot Measure 
G at the Municipal Special Election for the City of Fresno to be held on June 4 th , 2013 hereby 
state that this argument is true and correct to the best of our knowledge and belief. 
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Measure G is responsible and rational. Measure G immediately l^yvefs yoi/r trash rates by 
17.6% and helps Fresno balance its budget while avoiding additional layoffs in our Police and 
Fire Departments. 

Measure G is a good deal for our community. The City conducted a thorough, open, and 
transparent bidding process where trash companies competed for Fresno's trash contract. A 
reliable, trusted, and local family-owned business - Mid Valley Disposal - was selected to 
provide the service. 

Measure G means Fresno will not have to sacrifice public safety. 

The contract with Mid-Valley Disposal is straight forward and good for Fresno: 

Trash collection days will stay the same. Even the same trash bins will be used. 

Service levels will be as good or better than current trash operations. 

Residential trash rates will immediately be reduced by 17.6%, and remain low 
throughout the 8 year contract period. 

Privatizing trash means the City saves the cost of buying new trucks. 

Mid-Valley Disposal will guarantee jobs to all City workers displaced by this change. 

Measure G provides the City with $2.5 million a year that helps keep police and 
firefighters on the job. 

Too often, politics gets in the way of good decisions. But not this time. 

Measure G ensures increased service levels, reduced prices, and protection for the City's 

budget through responsible and practical decision-making. 

By working together, we can move our City ahead and improve the quality of life for all of our 
residents. That's why we strongly support Measure G. 




a 



Lee Brand, 

Fresno City Councilman 



The undersigned proponent(s) or author(s) of the rebuttal argument in favor of ballot Measure 
G at the Municipal Special Election for the City of Fresno to be held on June 4 th , 2013 hereby 
state that this argument is true and correct to the best of our knowledge and belief. 



Signed 
Signed. 
Signed. 
Signed. 




Date, 
Date. 
Date. 
Date 
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FRESflOCpUNTV CLERK 
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AUTHORIZATION FOR ANOTHER PERSON OR PERSONS TO 
SIGN REBUTTAL ARGUMENT 



(Print name of filer of the argument) 
person(s) to sign the rebuttal to the argument 
Check one: 
n favor 
^ against 




authorize the following 

D I 

MAR 2 8 2013 

JNTY CLERK 



Measure 




(Letter) 



for the TUfll HA lo\l 



election. 



DEPUTY 



(Election Date) 



One or more people who signed the argument may be replaced with different 
people to sign the rebuttal. 

1 - ^gr&^sU&C to sign instead of $^Ar &^^ 
(Print name of rebuttal signer) (Print name of argumenfsigner) 

2 - fi-nk B f<3w/\ to sign instead of Ai^lt i ? - C^t-e^-^ 

(Print name of rebuttal signer) (Print name of argument signer) 



£o-r--V- t o sign instead of 



(Print name of rebuttal signer) (Print name of argument signer) 

4. Aa^v \Wsidd<> t o sign instead of 

(Print name of rebuttal signer) (Print name of argument signer) 

5. Lee Rrx^ 



(Print name of rebuttal signer) 



to sign instead of 



(Print name of argument signer) 



Signature of Filer: 




Date: 



13 



OPPOSE MEASURE G - REBUTTAL ARGUMENT 



^^^J^SlSSS. ^ fiSCa ' h0US6 in ° rder But P rivatizin 9 our ™*rd. W inning trash collection 

h^ e H tS ^ Ve ? Vhe ! niing,y Support the Current Service - Fresno trash and recycling services have been 

S^^ a S n „;'r aWard8 . for eXC f" en 2 e - Th6 SyStem is run efficient| y- 9 enera ^9 more than $3C mln in 
reserves. There is no reason to privatize this well-run, revenue-positive city service. 

Garbage Rates Could Already Have Been Lowered. In 2011, Fresno's Utility Advisory Committee fa arouo of 

b ' 15? iKS ?J? T r3te f and ° Perati0nS) recom ^^ded tom^^^rS^JS^S^ 
by 5/o. Instead, city administrators devised this risky proposition that allows yearly fee increases even if th? 
system continues to maintain a large surplus. That's a bad deal for ratepayers 

th^ c U Jf S H Ad . d C ° Stly 1 elays; the Entire Deal Could Be l,,e 9 al - Law suits have already been filed challenaina 

ISLET-/ f ' 00 9r °^ dS th3t indUde Vi0lati0ns of ,he Cit y Charter ' Th ^e are also se^us questions abou? 
whether a fair competitive bidding process was followed. If this scheme does not v^rnf^tobeSS^ti 

Sy se^cer^ *" °* *" (f ° f P6nni6S ° n the dollar > and wHI be unable to reste 9 ' 

ETSS? ;„ R T bl ! CanS 3nd ! nde P endents Agree. Taxpayers, Business Leaders and City Councilmembers 

^isir privatization proposal This is not a partisan question - ws a ^oZ r i 

Please join us - Vote No on Measure G. 




'Y 



Blong Xiong 

President, Fresno City Council 







MAR 2 




OPPOSE MEASURE G - REBUTTAL ARGUMENT 

^£2^£S2. ^ fiSC3 ' h ° USe ° rder But P" va <™9 our spinning trash collection 
Please join us -- Vote No on Measure G. 

Oliver L. BaTnes ' " ■ — 

Member, Fresno City Council 
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OPPOSE MEASURE G - REBUTTAL ARGUMENT 

XSS StSHJSnf u,il " y Advisory commioee (a 9roup ° f 

quality services equ.pment (for penn.es on the dollar) and will be unable to restore 

h D a7e?o^^^ Business Leaders and City Counci.members 

is good for ouF community P rivat ' zat '°n Proposal. Th.s is not a partisan question. It s a question of what 

Please join us - Vote No on Measure G. 




Susan Good 
Small Business Owner 



F 1 
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OPPOSE MEASURE G - REBUTTAL ARGUMENT 

^^S%aStm a Si. ^ fiS ° al h ° USe ln ° rder ' &Ut privatizing our ^rd-winning trash collection 

^nr^^ZT^'^ ? UPP ° rt the ° Urrent Service - Fresno trash and rec Vcling services have been 

S^^rnS^^^? 8 ^ TU n SyStSm iS mn efficiently ' 96nerat ^ ™ re than *30 millbn in 
reserves. There is no reason to privatize this well-run, revenue-positive city service. 

Garbage Rates Could Already Have Been Lowered. In 2011, Fresno's Utility Advisory Committee (a arouo of 

oy la /„. instead, city administrators devised this risky proposition that allows yearly fee increases even if the 
system continues to maintain a large surplus. That's a bad deal for ratepayers Increases even lf the 

Lawsuits Add Costly Delays; the Entire Deal Could Be Illegal. Lawsuits have already been filed challenaino 
this risky deal, on grounds that include violations of the City Charter. There are ato^u«u^£n?SS2^ 
whether a fair competitive bidding process was followed. If this scheme does not" work or fs fa^taSL 
qualty se'nTes ' *" * tmcta md ^ pennies ° n the dollar > and w^be uiaSe to restore ' ' 

? a Trnm?; Re P ub, !° anS and Independents Agree. Taxpayers, Business Leaders and City Councilmembers 
J^o^llgr ^ PriVatiZati ° n Pr0P0SaL ™ S iS n0t 3 partisan ~- ** a S~ 

Please join us - Vote No on Measure G. 



Susan Anderson 

Former Fresno County Supervisor 
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MAR 2 9 2013 
FRESNO COUNTY CLERK 




OPPOSE MEASURE G - REBUTTAL ARGUMENT 

Y sl%ZtZ"^lZZ. '* " SCa ' "° US ° ** prlVa " z "' 3 «"«■*«*»*» M C o//ec,/o n 

5S£5£323^ a " d •"*« >»» been 

— There is no reaso^Ss M^S% , K5^ ,^ $3 ° m ""° n 

we will have a reach 'soldi aff ^E^^JS^' SCh .! me does not work ' or is found t0 * illegal, 
quality services. equipment (for penn.es on the dollar) and will be unable to restore 

ha™^ Business Leaders and City Counci.members 

is good for ouF community P rivatlzat '°n Proposal. Th.s .s not a part.san question. It's a question of what 

Please join us - Vote No on Measure G. 




ty Council 
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MAR 2 8 2013 




FRESNO COUNTY CLERK 




The undersigned proponents or authors of the rebuttal argument against Ballot Measure G at the Municipal 
Special Election for the City of Fresno to be held on June 4, 2013 hereby state that such argument is true and 
correct to the best of my knowledge and belief. 



Signed. 




. Date 



'Mil 



; Print Name ' 



Title/Organization TrCftiicijA- , X WSkV) CA"S Ccu^'il 



Signed. 



.Date 



tPrint Name . 



Title/Organization \A&: r h>S "fa^Oc CfV"/ Ccu.^lA 



Signed. 



/ChrJpA^s PrintName 



Title/Organization. 



Signed. 



Date. 



. Print Name ■£ A-rJ A-n^L er/Qn 



Title/Organization ffrffr'Q.r fr(lt)^0 Cgwj-V*/ &AQrJ\'\-£ot~ 



.Print Name 



Signed J*f$ ^X^,~^f^ Date 

Title/Organization ' \ f<2£,tJo Ccio-^Cil 





/7 ^ 



r Pout (J/i-d/M 



/ F^sr^o £o&JT/ Strf+evtrag 

Of 7^4.?{,a) Vf-t^f f'wfa/Z faSoct*-?^ 



E D L 



By- 



MAR 2 8 2013 



FRESNO'COUNTY CLERK 
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DEPUTY 



AUTHORIZATION FOR ANOTHER PERSON OR PERSONS TO 
SIGN REBUTTAL ARGUMENT 

I, US frfrW , fro^ M^tA au t hor i ze the following 

(Print name of filer of trie argument) 



person(s) to sign the rebuttal to the argument 
Check one: 
V in favor 

l|^£gainst 
Measure 



r 







MAR 2 8 2013 




a FR^&p WPi- CLERK 



6. 




(Letter) 



for the 4 | z.cl!> election. 

(Electioh Date) 



DEPUTY 



One or more people who signed the argument may be replaced with different 
people to sign the rebuttal. 

1 ■ -Qliv&r TViniQ.S t o sign instead of US fcfOnh€P 

(Print name of rebuttal signer) (Print name of argument signer) 

2. "jjo v}a>»a <* to sign instead of Tfo.)^ k ^/JflfoWiJ 



(Print riame of reoiittal signer) (Print name of argument signer) 

3. S&A QujmWo t o sign instead of T. "tefca. 

(Print name of rebuttal signer) (Print nartne of argument signer) 

4. SuSAsl (3lGGr\ to sign instead of (/AG-/sr] 

(Print name of rebuttal signer) (Print name of argument signer) 



5. 



(Print name of rebuttal signer) 



_to sign instead of. 



(Print name of argument signer) 



Signature 



of Filer: /ffifl ^ 



(A 




Date: 3/gg//3 



/ 



